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SUBJECT: GENERAL- Operati nal/Hi-AY/CART

SPECIFIC- Dr, E	 LiSZKA - Status Repor

Reference: EGMAe-21060 1 May 56

Headquarters Action Required:

1. None; for information and files.

Developments 

6 August 1956 
DATE

2. Subject received a further letter from his wife dated 17 May,. again
urging Subject to meet her in Berlin. With our concurrence Subject again coun-
tered with an invitation that the wife make a side-trip to Munich, The next
letter from the wife, dated 5 June, made no mention of Subject's visiting her
in Berlin. This confirmed in Subject's mind that the whole thing was really an
AVE gambit in the first instance and that the only purpose of his wife's going
there was to lure Subject to the East. Subject also detected a sense of relief
in this letter, and was momentarily of the opinion that the AVE had now given
_tat in his case. However, this sense of security was somewhat shattered by two.
further letters dated 23 June and 4 July from his son and wife respectively,
interspersed by a telephone call from both to Subject on 1 July, The gist of
these letters was that: it was knewn that Subject was working for TPFEELING;
his wife had lost her job on this account (sic); Subject was thus working against
his homeland, the result of which could onle,r_b_the loosening of a war against a
"free" country, in which his wife, son and Li-doleakie: daughter-in-law were living;
and thus Subject should come home. With our concurrence, Subject responded to
these letters, in short, that there was no question of his returning to Hungary
at this time, Subject hopes that this will mark the end of the presumed AVE
directed attempts to redefect him.

/41
3. As mentioned in EG1 -21433, para 4, the approach to Subject by Karoly

OSE is apparently common kn dedge among the emigres. Subject became aware of
this in the following manneri, In the week of 14 to 18 May - Subject cannot re-
member the exact day - a(Dr/FH VESSY appeared at the Hungarian Kanzlei (located

t. e in Subject's apartment) and introduced himself as from ODOPAL. HIVESSY stated
.The had already identified himself to the other members of the Kanzlei and Sub-
ject did not press HIVESSY for further identification.. HIVESSY told Subject
ODOPAL would like to know whether any other TPFEELING personnel had been approached
by the Red Agent who had approached Subject .. Subject at first pretended ignor-
ance of what lavEssy was referring to, but HIVESSY cut him off with the state-
ment that the story of Subject's being visited in December was all over the Hun-
garian emigre community. Subject then indicated he knew of-aw,R4h9r4arerBonso,tho. ,.J01 	 A	 v,, 	 .
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had been.approached. Subject later asked the otter members of the Kanzlei
whether it was true that the st ry of the visit t him by a Red Agent had been
spread about. He was told thf this was the case and that they had refrained
from mentioning the fact to .0u ject heretofore so 17 out of tact. Subject
insists that only the Joseph' ICHARDTs and Jano 	 OKFAY-STITZ knew of the
approach. He considers it probable that STOEFAY-ST.,.TZ is the culprit who has
spread the story, although he does not exclude the possibility that STOTTAY-
STITZ told only his wife who subsequently did the spreading.

Case Officer Comments
•••■••

4. The fact that unbeknownst. to Subject the story of the approach to him
has subsequently circulated through the Hungarian emigration may Well account
for the failure of the AVH to follow up on their initial approach with a re-
cruitment attempt, and to confine their further effcrts to an attempt to per-
suade him to return to hungary. In any event, further association with Subject
has led us to the firm conclusion that he would not prove a suitable D/A. In
brief, we do not believe him capable of eiaintaining in the course of personal
meetings with the AVH the fiction that he is net an AIS double agent. Our course
in the past few months has thus been to disentangle ourselves from Suljeet„ al-
though maintaining the appearance of being at all times willing to advise him
on what steps to take vis a vis the continued efforts to redefect him. We in-
tend to continue to see Subject as he professes the need, since this is not
costing any great effort on our part, Our one present single objective is to
monitor further developments on the chance that we may find an opportunity to
induce the AVH to make a further personal meeting with Subject and we may thus
be able to. identify another AVH asset. We intend to report further on Subject/s
case only in the event of a significant new developments

5. We contaCted r: 	 •	 and his deputy in re HIVESSY's questioning
a TPFEELING employee on behalf of ODOPAL without clearing first with C7._
offine. At our suggestion, e_ _elqueried CDOPAL, JBINDENT and GRBAND succes-
sively in an effort to induce some service to own up to employing HIVESSY, but
met with completely negative results) Subsequent attempts to run-down HIVESSY's
address - we suspect this is MatyaallIVESSY„ ex Salzburg ODOPAL agent - have been
likewise unsuccessful. If we ever succeed in pinpointing HIVESSY'S location, we
plan that E.. 	 deputy contact him and oblige him to identify his sponsoring
service, If it turns out to be ODOPAL, as we strongly suspect, C: 7.:1 intends to
confront them on the matter again with appropriate coemient.
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